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Moral Feelings, Compartmentalization and Desensitization in the Practice of Animal Experimentation

Abstract

While the emotional response to animal suffering at the hands of humans is normally an empathetic or sympathetic one, it seems to be accepted as the norm that such emotional responses are often unnecessary in the context of animal experimentation. In this sense, the practice of animal experimentation may be thought to allow for desensitization to the suffering of animals used in experiments. Utilising the work of authors who endorse a virtue ethics framework, this chapter presents some of the reasons why such desensitization is often deemed acceptable. After briefly outlining the role of moral feelings, it focuses on two reasons for the supposed acceptability of desensitization to animal suffering in the context of animal research: one reason is related to the claim that we only have indirect duties towards animals; the other reason is connected to the idea that science is a special sphere in which we find a certain sort of compartmentalization of judgments. The paper seeks to show that far from desensitization being justifiable in the context of animal research, professionals working in the practice should not overlook the importance of exercising moral feelings in direct response to the suffering of experimental animals, and although for the purpose of argumentation this chapter focuses on animal research, the arguments could be applied to other animal-related business, including animal agriculture, intensive farms, and slaughterhouses, with such applications having consequences for people working in these industries. 
1. The Role of Moral Feelings and the Imagination
Before contemplating, through reasoned reflection, if certain actions are morally justifiable, we often feel that certain actions are problematic. What I will call moral feelings, such as compassion, pity, empathy and sympathy, can be important in being able to immediately inform us of harms that we or others may be in danger of generating, and while they need to be legitimized or justified by an appeal to some objective state of affairs (such as a creature’s suffering or welfare, or the fact that a being is harmed, etc.), they can make us sensitive to actions that harm others. 
Moral feelings can be brought about by the suffering of other beings, and having these feelings often requires using the imagination to some greater or lesser extent; more often than not they require being able to imagine what another being is going through, or imagine the sufferings of another. Indeed, through the cultivation and arousal of moral feelings the imagination can play an important role in informing us of those actions that may harm animals. And while right conduct is not dependent on having such feelings, they can make us sensitive to how others are faring. In this sense, empathy, compassion and sympathy can allow for ethical relations with animals. 
2. Virtue and Animal Suffering  

Most people are aware that many animals suffer in experiments.
 However, it seems that the emotional response that people have to similar kinds of animal sufferings outside the experimental context is often deemed unnecessary within the context of animal experimentation. Desensitization to animal suffering could be defined as a loss or lack of emotional sensitivity to the suffering of animals (such that to be or to become desensitized to such suffering is to be or to become emotionally unresponsive or emotionally indifferent to it), and occurs when moral feelings in response to that suffering are somehow seen as unnecessary or inappropriate. In the case of the suffering of experimental animals, once one sees the normal emotional responses of, for example, sympathy and pity as inappropriate, those emotional responses become lessened, and then one eventually becomes desensitized to the suffering of experimental animals which usually evokes such emotions.

Indeed, it has been argued and is often assumed that for those who work directly with animals in laboratories, becoming desensitized to the suffering of such animals is acceptable and even necessary in order for researchers to carry out their work. Consider, for example, Peter Carruthers’s suggestion that becoming desensitized to animal suffering is not necessarily a bad thing as long as people do not become desensitized to human suffering because of the former desensitization (Carruthers 1992, pp.159-61). So why do some people believe that desensitization to the sufferings of animals is acceptable, but desensitization to the sufferings of humans is not?

One anthropocentric response is simply that animals do not matter morally and, therefore, becoming desensitized to their suffering is not wrong. It has been argued that we have only indirect duties towards animals and, as such, have no direct duties with respect to their suffering. Accordingly, in line with this response, it is the sufferings of humans only that should be given direct consideration. But if animals have no moral claims on us, why do we have indirect duties towards them? 

An age-old argument in response to this is that we have such duties because treating animals humanely manifests a good disposition of character. Most notably, Immanuel Kant claimed that such obligations are derived from our duties to human persons, particularly duties to exercise kindness towards persons, “for he who is cruel to animals becomes hard also in his dealings with men” (Kant 1963, sec.240).
More contemporary virtue ethics approaches to our treatment of animals can be seen in the work of Roger Scruton who appeals to certain virtues and vices to assess the rightness of wrongness of particular practices that use animals for our own benefit (Scruton 2000, pp.209-28), and in the work of Rosalind Hursthouse who claims that while “Virtue ethics assesses actions as right or wrong in terms of what a virtuous agent would… do”,  it “draws attention to the motives or reasons for an action and the feelings that accompany it, as well as to what is actually done”  (2000, p.163).  
Unlike many virtue ethics approaches, Hursthouse attempts to recognize the good of animals as of direct moral concern. Accordingly, acting virtuously with regard to animals “involves focusing on the good of the other animals as something worth pursuing, preserving, protecting, and so on” (Hursthouse 2006, p.153).  The virtuous agent, qua virtuous, is concerned with what is good, worthwhile or harmful to others, and acting virtuously necessarily involves having a certain degree of practical wisdom (Hursthouse 1995, p.73).  Such wisdom enables the virtuous agent to exercise appropriate virtues in certain circumstances. For example, not taking into account the immense suffering of animals used in experiments can be seen as callous, and in the light of the suffering involved and the fact that many of these experiments are for trivial purposes, the practice of animal experimentation can also be seen as cruel. Indeed, Hursthouse argues that some “experiments can be rightly condemned as cruel simply on the grounds that the knowledge gained was for too insignificant to justify the experiments” (Hursthouse 2006, p.144). 
So whilst our treatment of animals can be assessed as right or wrong by looking at what the virtuous agent would do (the virtuous agent being one who exercises virtues, such as compassion and sympathy, and avoids vices, such as callousness and cruelty), the virtuous person recognizes that what is done to animals is morally important and a serious matter and can give reasons for her actions; reasons which directly consider the good of animals. Animals thus have direct claims on the virtuous agent at any rate within the virtue ethics of Hursthouse.

But what of the non-virtuous agent? Do animals have direct claims on her? Virtue ethicists, such as Hursthouse, may argue that the non-virtuous agent may not recognize such claims, but should nevertheless seek to develop the virtues, as they are essential for human flourishing. This may be, but there are no doubt some people who do not display the appropriate virtues in certain circumstances. Of course, the virtue ethicist is free to criticise such people’s actions by appealing to, for example, their self-interestedness, or callousness, and could claim that anyone who is interested in acting ethically should seek to cultivate the virtues. 

However, one could object that one may act rightly irrespective of whether one displays virtues. For example, one may dedicate one’s life to caring for a loved one, and may do so through a sense of duty, even though one may even feel resentful that one is ‘bound’ by such a duty. While such an act of duty may be right, there is a sense in which one could undertake such care whilst exercising what are commonly thought to be vices (hatred, or bitterness, etc.). Of course, the virtue ethicist may see such dedication as generous or self-sacrificing, irrespective of negative feelings that may arise; in acting virtuously an agent is not required to be an exemplar of virtue or a saint. 
Yet this discussion relates to a perhaps more serious objection. Hursthouse’s virtue ethics is neo-Aristotelian in the sense that exercising the virtues is a necessary part of human flourishing or eudaimonia (Hursthouse 2003, p.188; Hursthouse 1995 pp.67-68; and Hursthouse 1997, pp.227-29). Indeed, Hursthouse says of virtue ethics that “the virtuous agent [is] at the centre of its theory” (Hursthouse 1995, p.62). The virtues are needed to flourish or live well and this is why we should endeavour to cultivate and exercise the virtues. At first glance then this seems like a self-interested theory; I am to cultivate the virtues required for my flourishing. This raises an ethical problem in respect of its application to animal ethics, for what if I do not consider treating animals kindly to be conducive to my flourishing? Relatedly, a problem arises as to what character traits are to count as virtuous. One’s conception of the good life may not involve treating animals kindly, and thus kindness to animals may not be a virtue that one sees as essential for one’s flourishing or a virtue that one believes it is necessary to exercise. It could be objected then that virtue ethics theory is susceptible to problems related to moral relativism. 

But Hursthouse argues that exercising the virtues “necessarily involves not focusing on oneself… but on the rights, interests, and good of other human beings,” and likewise, in respect of our treatment of animals, “the exercise of compassion and the avoidance of a number of vices, involves focusing on the good of the other animals” (Hursthouse 2006, p.153). This suggests that (for Hursthouse at least) following Aristotle, eudaimonia is not necessarily linked to a subjective account of what is conducive to my own flourishing. For example, a callous agent may regard many kinds of callous acts as conducive to her own flourishing, but such a person would not be considered virtuous as what constitutes flourishing in this case would be considered as indexed to a subjective account of the good.

Moreover, with regards to virtue ethics that focuses on (for example) rights, interests and the good of others, it may be thought that the aforementioned problem misconstrues this virtue ethics as somehow failing to meet standards of objectivity considered to be more easily met by some alternative theories. But ethicists who endorse other ethical theories are not insusceptible to such a criticism, as Hursthouse is well aware; to avoid it, they too will have to seek objective ground(s) for their claims (in so far as they are cognitivists). Utilitarians, for example, in seeking to avoid charges related to moral relativism, will need to explain how their conception of (for example) happiness or preference-satisfaction avoids being grounded in some subjective account. Moreover, Hursthouse claims that just as other theorists can provide rational arguments for their claims, so too can the virtue ethicist give reasons for saying that certain character traits are virtues or vices (see Hursthouse 2000, p.154). 
But where virtue ethicists appeal to the good of other beings, this all but suggests that the rightness or wrongness of actions can be assessed independently of moral feelings. Indeed, while Hursthouse’s virtue ethics approach is more credible than the indirect duties approach (problems with the latter will be considered shortly), it could be argued that feelings of compassion and empathy are not necessary for right action, and neither are such feelings—and one should add, neither are the virtues or vices—in themselves, what makes certain actions right or wrong. However, this is not to claim that such feelings do not play a role in guiding right conduct. Indeed, in so far as virtue ethicists are right to claim that moral feelings can guide moral conduct (even if we do not accept that they always play a pivotal role), such feelings are especially significant with regards to moral issues concerning desensitization in the context of commercial practices which purposely harm animals (desensitization being to do with a loss or lack of moral feelings or at least a dampening of the moral emotions). As such virtue ethics theory provides a useful framework upon which to explore the concerns related to the aim of this chapter.

That said, virtue ethics’s strong emphasis on human excellence and flourishing appears to sit uncomfortably with taking animals’ interests into account for their own sake.
 That this is so provides one reason why virtue ethics approaches to our treatment of animals usually lean towards appeals to indirect duties with regards to animals rather than appeals to direct duties towards animals. 
3. Indirect Duties and Desensitization
One such indirect duties view is advocated by Carruthers, who claims that “Animals… get accorded indirect moral significance, by virtue of the qualities of character that they may, or may not, evoke in us” (1992, p.154). Treating animals with respect is indirectly virtuous in that not only does it allow humans to acquire a virtuous character, but it also manifests, in humans, a disposition to treat fellow humans with compassion and care, whereas mistreating animals manifests a cruel character.
 
However, it is not plausible to say that we have only indirect duties with regards to animals, for such a claim does not capture the wrongs that can be done to animals themselves, independently of issues related to human virtue. Besides, one could question whether it is even coherent to say that we could be cruel to something that has no moral value in itself, or does not matter morally. It is much more plausible to say that it is the animals themselves and their own interests which generate our duties towards them. Mistreating animals matters because animals have interests that are morally relevant, independent of concerns regarding human character. 

It should be said here that, granted standard interpretations of virtue ethics theory, whether an act reveals a good character ultimately depends on the context in which that act is performed and, importantly, the motives for that action. Carruthers applies this virtue ethics to the case of desensitization within the context of animal experimentation. For Carruthers, although people who work in this practice are working in an environment where suffering is inflicted upon animals it does not follow that such people will be cruel to humans since they are working in the practice in order to earn a living and provide for their families. And since the motives people have for working in animal research are not trivial, there is supposedly no reason to believe that they will acquire a bad character. In this context they become desensitized to animal suffering, but not necessarily to the suffering of humans (Carruthers 1992, pp.159-60).
Such a view appears to be representative of a widely held belief that the motives for working in a practice that causes significant animal suffering make a difference to whether we should judge that practice to be justifiable and judge the infliction of such suffering to be permissible. That such a view appears to represent or at least reflect such a belief provides the author of this chapter a reason for examining it for the purposes of the paper, focusing as it does on claims regarding desensitization in the context of animal experimentation.  
4. The Manifestation of Virtue as Incompatible with Desensitization
This section will discuss objections to the above position. Firstly, that a person believes she has the right motives for action and that her work is not trivial, does not entitle her to use any means in order to achieve the goods that may result from her pursuits. Though the acts of providing for one’s family and earning a living are indispensable, they do not necessarily justify the means used in order to do these things. To be virtuous it is not enough that one has the right motives for action. One may have the right motives, but the action itself may be unethical (it may, for example, result in appalling consequences). 
Moreover, the search for knowledge in itself is not sufficient justification for any action, and actively trying to acquire knowledge (even knowledge which may be beneficial to humanity) is not necessarily a virtuous activity. In determining whether a certain action carried out in the pursuit of knowledge is justifiable, one has to look at the means used to pursue that knowledge, and there is no doubt that some means are unjustifiable even in the quest for certain knowledge.
One might here interject that, with regards to motive, if one is willing to inflict pain and suffering on animals in the pursuit of some significant good at stake, then this does not necessarily involve one being insensitive to the suffering of those animals; it may, however, involve stoic acceptance that when some great good is at stake then such suffering is justifiable. This may be true, but lest one be accused of speciesism one should consider whether one would be prepared to inflict a similar degree of pain and suffering on humans for the same purposes. The argument from marginal cases is relevant here; some humans possess comparable capacities and potentialities to those of some animals, but if we would not be prepared to inflict a certain degree of pain and suffering on such humans for similar purposes, then our readiness to inflict that pain and suffering on animals is deeply problematic and reveals a bias in our judgments regarding what we are prepared to do to animals (that which we are not prepared to do to humans).
 For those experiments on animals that we consider to be justifiable, one needs to aware that the reasons put forth for using animals in such experiments may well stand as reasons for using (even preferring to use) humans in those same experiments. Such considerations call for caution with regards to saying even that we are prepared to inflict pain on animals only if there is some significant good at stake, let alone also prepared to do this for less important goods. 
We now reach a further objection, more closely related to desensitization. For Carruthers, as for other virtues ethics theorists, it is the treating of animals kindly that manifests good character, as well as the right motives for action. But, if this is the case, it is hard to see how those working in the practice of animal research can ever manifest a good character by these means alone, as it is far from clear that they have the right motives for action and, moreover, it is part and parcel of this practice that animals are not treated kindly. If animals were not poisoned, injured, confined, and restricted from exercising their natural tendencies then the practice of animal research, as it exists today, would be unrecognizable. 
As animals are not treated kindly, and the motives for action within animal research are not always virtuous, Carruthers’s argument on virtue given in support of the idea that desensitization is permissible appears unconvincing at best.
Admittedly, there is some ambiguity here with regards to kind treatment. Much of the treatment of animals in the practice of animal experimentation is not what we would typically call kind treatment, but does inflicting such treatment make the agents involved unkind? This question relates to Hursthouse’s discussion of tragic dilemmas; dilemmas which are sometimes used to cast doubt on claims made by virtue ethics theorists:
Tragic dilemmas… are situations in which the supposedly charitable, honest… agent is forced to act callously, dishonestly… But if someone acts callously or dishonestly… she cannot be charitable or honest…, that would be a contradiction. So, if there are tragic dilemmas then no one can really be charitable or honest (Hursthouse 1999, p.73).
For Hursthouse, such dilemmas rest on confusion with regards to what it means to be callous, unjust, unkind, etc. Agents who find themselves in such situations may on the surface appear to act unjustly, callously or unkindly but importantly and unlike the truly callous, unjust or unkind agent, they do so with remorse and regret; they do not do so indifferently (see Hursthouse 1999, pp.73-74). Accordingly, on this view, that an agent performs an unkind action does not necessarily make the agent unkind as long as the agent is not indifferent to the suffering that results.  
But this is very different from saying that desensitization, in the sense of being emotionally unresponsive or indifferent to a being’s suffering, is compatible with treating that being kindly, and different from the claim that desensitization to the suffering of experimental animals is permissible. In so far as being desensitized to animal suffering involves being unresponsive and indifferent to it, notions of regret and remorse seem redundant here. 
It seems then that on Hursthouse’s virtue theory, such indifference is not compatible with being virtuous. But, contrary to the specifics of the latter theory, other virtue ethics approaches, such as the indirect duties approach of Carruthers’s, will encounter problems if they put forward the view that treating animals kindly manifests a good character and that desensitization to animal suffering is permissible. Being desensitized to animal suffering would likely result in one’s overlooking that suffering or not being responsive to it, but one cannot be kind to animals and, at the same time, overlook their suffering. Indeed, if being kind to animals allows humans to acquire a virtuous character, and not being kind to animals manifests a cruel character, then those who have become desensitized to animal suffering would, on this view, probably not be virtuous in the relevant respect, and would likely manifest a cruel character. 
Arguments given so far about the acceptability of desensitization to the suffering of laboratory animals should be rejected. Arguing that we have no direct duties towards animals is not plausible, and the claim we should only be kind to them because doing so develops a virtuous character is in tension with the claim that desensitization to animal suffering is acceptable. (And although the focus of this chapter is on reasons for the supposed acceptability of desensitization to animal suffering and as such primarily on those positions that argue for its acceptability, it is worth noting here that not all virtue ethics theories will be susceptible to the problem of compatibility outlined above.)
It should be said that while it is beyond the scope of this chapter to apply these arguments to the myriad of commercial practices that use animals, the arguments could be extended more broadly to include other animal-related industries, including farming (particulary intensive farming) and the business of animal-slaughter; businesses in which the suffering of animals and (often) the brutal treatment of animals by humans is assumed to be justfiable on the basis of human interests, however peripheral. (For a discussion of emotions in respect of the aforementioned businesses, see Coulter 2016, and McMullen 2016. For related discussions of industrialized farming businesses, particularly factory farming and slaughter technologies, see: Wadiwel 2015; Aaltola and Hadley (eds.) 2015; Potts (ed.) 2017; and Kemmerer (ed.) 2011.) 
5. Compartmentalization in Science

Another reason why desensitization is often deemed acceptable seems to be connected to a conviction that animals used for scientific purposes should be seen differently and treated differently from animals in other contexts. Indeed, this conviction is enshrined in law where there exists separate legislation for the treatment of pet animals and experimental animals. In fact, the Animal Welfare Act 2006 lists welfare needs that pet owners have a legal responsibility to meet, but states that “Nothing in this Act applies to anything lawfully done under the Animal (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986” (Act of the Parliament of the UK, 2006, sec. 58). Why is it that certain moral judgments can be brought to bear on the ordinary public, but not on some experimenters who perform experiments that cause considerable suffering (suffering that we would be unwilling to inflict ourselves, or at least unwilling to inflict on our own animals)? It should be emphasized here that many researchers undoubtedly take moral questions about the use of animals very seriously (and the following reflections do not apply to all individual cases). Nevertheless, one answer to the aforementioned question concerns the idea that the practice of animal experimentation seems to allow for a certain sort of compartmentalization. 

Alasdair MacIntyre talks of a mild sort of compartmentalization of mind “where attitudes vary with social roles” (2006, p.196). However, he claims that compartmentalization can go beyond this: a more extreme compartmentalization, which operates at the level of social structure, is one in which the norms and values of distinct spheres of social activity become insulated from others to the extent that they are immune from evaluation from “some external point of view” (ibid, p.199), and in which decision-making procedures are “generally insulated from criticism from any external standpoint” (ibid, p.83). It is not surprising then that MacIntyre believes that such compartmentalization can influence moral agency (see ibid, pp.197-201), for if such compartmentalized practices are somehow insulated from certain conflicts of judgment and moral criticisms from outside sources, then there would appear to be little scope for persons within such practices to challenge the established values of their professions. As MacIntyre says, compartmentalization “effectively suppresses” certain types of conflicts (ibid, p.199). This results, he believes, in a certain division of mind, or division of the self. He argues that “the divided self of a compartmentalised social order, in order not to have to confront incompatible attitudes… has to develop habits of mind that enable it not to attend to what it would have to recognise as its own incoherences” (ibid, p.201).
This habit of mind of extreme compartmentalization, I suggest, is something that we find in the practice of animal experimentation, and I further suggest that desensitization may be a related habit that further or also enables people to overcome or avoid incoherencies in their attitudes towards animals. Such compartmentalization of judgments allows one to see experimental animals as one would not usually see them in everyday life, outside the practice of animal experimentation. It could be that compartmentalization fosters desensitization; the suffering experimental animals endure is not imagined as it really is nor imagined in a way that would usually provoke moral feelings, whereas similar sufferings outside the experimental context would be met with horror. Further discussion surrounding the connection between compartmentalization and desensitization will be reserved for the section below. 
Certainly, many people tend to separate judgments concerning the treatment of experimental animals from those of the treatment of animals in other contexts, where in these other contexts we find species of animals that are the same as those used in experiments.
Yet it could be claimed that this relates to our intuitions about animal experimentation being conducted outside of an established practice. Returning to the question posed at the beginning of this section, we may, for example, think that when such experiments are conducted in private, then the experimenters are less likely to be guided by certain norms and are more likely to be arbitrary in their treatment of the animals concerned. Further, conducted outside of an established practice, we may also believe that experiments conducted in private lack scientific credibility, unlike ‘genuine’ experiments, conducted within science, which may be thought to be a necessary evil. Such may be some of the reasons for our intuitions regarding the different treatment of animals within science; science is an institution which is subject to institutional norms (even if those norms are sometimes inadequate or insufficiently enforced), and it is considered to be an arena in which sacrifices are necessary.
But even accepting that institutional norms within science can at least partly account for our beliefs regarding the different treatment of experimental animals, this in and of itself does not thereby stand as a justification for the practice of animal experimentation and it does not mean that we need to be committed to accepting just anything that scientists do to animals, nor mean that we cannot criticise certain norms. Nevertheless, it certainly highlights the fact that we create institutions and practices in which persons, when working within those institutions and practices and under the guidance of certain norms, are permitted to do things to accrue certain benefits which private persons are not permitted to do for the same benefits. Such compartmentalization of different spheres of activity may be of the mild sort, and conditional in the sense of being permitted when, for example, institutions are indeed guided by certain values. But this does not put those institutions, practices or the people working within them outside the boundaries of all moral criticism, nor does it justify mild compartmentalization collapsing into compartmentalization of an extreme sort. 
Besides, we should be wary of the claim that our use of animals is thereby somehow justifiable, particularly with regard to those experiments which we consider it impermissible to carry out on humans. For if (at least some) experimental animals can experience comparable suffering as (at least some) humans, then the suffering of the former is deserving of similar if not equal consideration to the like pain and suffering of the latter. As Singer forcefully argues, such a consideration amounts to an understanding of the principle of equality; a principle that requires not equal treatment of different beings but equal consideration of like interests (1993, p.55). Of course, this is not to say that animal experiments are always unjustifiable; there are, of course, experiments which we are prepared to carry out on human beings because, for example, the pains inflicted are minimal compared to benefits which can be obtained, and in such instances there may be non-arbitrary reasons for saying that it is permissible to use animals in such experiments (notwithstanding problems regarding the fact that animals are unable to consent to their being used in experiments). It is, though, to suggest that the interests of animals are not currently given sufficient consideration within the practice of animal experimentation, particularly when one considers that many experiments cause atrocious suffering and many are conducted for what could be called trivial purposes.
Of course, the consideration that some mild sort of compartmentalization is permissible may be thought to suggest that the different treatment of animals within science may have some ground related to science as a knowledge obtaining institution, but it should be noted that the above considerations (relating to the argument from marginal cases) still apply. And even if it does have some ground, this does not fully explain the element of desensitization that is often considered acceptable with regards to our use of animals and their sufferings; sufferings which would be met with horror were they inflicted outside of the scientific arena, even for great benefits. 

6. Compartmentalization, Desensitization and Animals as Abstractions 
Compartmentalization of the moral from the professional sphere is often apparent within the practice of animal experimentation. The practicalities of the profession are often seen as separate from moral judgments in respect of animals, and this certainly seems to be the case when we consider current law. Current legislation clearly illustrates that the practicalities of what is required to get on with one’s job are seen as immune from moral concerns about animals, even though the legislation is in place to protect animals (revealing a tension in relation to attitudes towards animals that may be explained by reference to a sort of compartmentalization); animals’ significant interests can be overridden when these conflict with the objectives of the experiments. 

For example, Article 4 of Directive 2010, On the Protection of Animals Used for Scientific Purposes, stipulates that “Member States shall ensure that the number of animals used in projects is reduced to a minimum without compromising the objectives of the project” (EU Directive 2010, article 4). The Directive also states that “analgesia or another appropriate method is used to ensure that pain, suffering and distress are kept to a minimum” unless analgesia or another pain-relieving method is “incompatible with the purpose of the procedure” (ibid, article 14). Admittedly, at first glance of the European Directive it looks as though there are tight restrictions on what can be done to animals. On closer inspection, however, it turns out that there are few restrictions at all; many of the restrictions can be removed if they are incompatible with scientific objectives. Welfare needs, then, can be sacrificed for practicality.

That the causing of suffering can be viewed as the mere practicality of experimentation, instead of a moral concern, shows a ruthless attitude that perhaps would not be possible if extreme compartmentalization was not inherent to the practice. Experimental animals are treated as merely a practical means to an end, and in general the public’s perception of experimental animals is of beings that are sacrificed for major human interests; experimental animals’ interests are perceived as irrelevant and largely insignificant in the light of important human ones. This view of animals used in laboratories is supported by most media portrayals of animal research (Linzey et al 2015, p.44); indeed, while animal research tends to be presented as ‘necessary’ for the good of humanity, the good of the animals is portrayed as trivial and unimportant or even ignored with concerns about animals being misrepresented and animal activists being portrayed as extremists.  Viewed in this light moral feelings in respect of experimental animals may be somehow also regarded as irrelevant. Indeed, those that express moral feelings towards such animals are often accused of sentimentality; a misplaced accusation considering the important role that feelings of compassion and empathy play in our moral lives, but nevertheless an accusation which suggests that moral feelings here are indeed considered inappropriate. (See Aaltola 2015, p.201 for a further discussion of sentimentality and animal ethics.) 

Further, the language used in relation to animal research very much distorts the truth of the practice. For example, pain tends to be described in terms of responses to stimuli, while distress tends to be depicted as a stress response: 
Living sentient beings are linguistically transformed into ‘research animals’, ‘systems’, and ‘models’… (Charles River Laboratories 2014a). One company offers a ‘Retinal Degeneration and Neuroprotection Model’, explaining ‘We now offer a blue light exposure model that induces retinal damage and cell death’ (Charles River Laboratories 2014b). In other words, the company offers a way of blinding captive sentient nonhumans (Linzey et al 2015, p.45). 
As Linzey et al emphasize, the language used by laboratory workers not only distances such workers from the flesh and blood animal but from individual responsibility too: 
Traditional scientific language is written as agentless, so nobody commits any violent act in lab testing. Electrodes are inserted, formalin in injected, arteries are tied off… all in the passive voice… Animals are not blinded by anyone, but an ocular end point is reached… This results in a… sanitised version of what has taken place. The struggling, cries, bleeding, repetitive behaviours, moans, agitation, anxiety, pain, fear, depression, and vomiting… may be deemed of no relevance to the researcher and thus be linguistically expunged from reality’ (Lindzey et al 2015, p.45). 
Indeed, language not only reinforces (largely) unchallenged norms and assumptions about our use of animals in research, but can distort the moral compass of relevant workers to such an extent that they may act in ways which would (usually, outside the experimental context) go against their ethical beliefs. In this sense, language acts as a veil over the reality of the lives of animals in laboratories, serving to justify and even exonerate the brutalities inflicted upon such animals. (For discussion of distorted conceptions of animals in relation to other businesses, particularly meat production, see Dunn 2017, p.149, and Watson and Humphreys 2019.)
It certainly appears to be the case then that such compartmentalization of mind is at least often accompanied by desensitization (and in any instances where it does not appear to be, it may be that such desensitization has merely not been made apparent or been revealed in an obvious manner). Indeed, Cora Diamond states:

[A]nimal experimentation can make experimenters callous by encouraging a compartmentalization of mind in which the experimenter can simply get on with the job. Once you have accepted this sort of compartmentalization, you simply do not look at the treatment of animals in science as you otherwise might… Our powers of imagination and judgment are not brought to bear on the case; and this (it is suggested) is a form of callousness. We do without fully thinking what we do (1995, p.355).
What is done to the animals is not analysed because it is just part of the job. Of course experimental animals are used merely as a means to an end (whether or not that end is a significant one), and are frequently treated as if they are mere objects. Treated as such, it becomes easier for people to see them as such. Viewed in this light moral feelings would seem to be rather inappropriate.
But even accepting that scientific research on animals can enable us to achieve some significant ends (as can scientific research on humans), it does not follow that it is only these beneficial ends that should be given serious consideration in the pursuit of knowledge. As said above (section 4), the ends do not always justify the means used to achieve them.  Yet science is often viewed as a special sort of field, with a different status to other fields of work, and as therefore separated from certain moral values. Indeed, the laboratory is often seen as a place where great knowledge is attained at the expense of animals, and therefore may be somehow seen as a place “insulated from certain kinds of moral criticism” (ibid, p.361), particularly in respect of animals. But the idea that certain pursuits are above and beyond moral condemnation because they work towards the attainment of knowledge or goods (usually human ones) is indefensible, if only for the reason that it is so dangerous. Such a view permits unlimited cruelty to animals used in research granted that it upholds human interests (whether trivial or important ones), and this is untenable as an ethical position.

And while research which lies at the interface of philosophy, psychology and physiology is called for in order to more fully answer questions concerning the issues of this chapter, despite this requirement it is reasonable to say that extreme compartmentalization of the sufferings of experimental animals and of the comparable sufferings of animals outside of the experimental context may well be a habit of mind which is accompanied by, which precedes or which leads to a dampening of the appropriate emotional responses with regard to animals used in the practice of animal experimentation. 
It may help to remember that there was a time when humans were made to suffer and even killed in the name of science.
 The Nazis conducted atrocious scientific experiments on humans in the World War II. I mention such atrocities not just as an example of the idea of science as a special activity, exempt from certain moral considerations, but to illustrate that the humans in the experiments were not seen as they should have been seen. They were not seen as fully human. In the pursuit of knowledge these humans were reduced to objects with no real or concrete life of their own. Their lives were denied and taken away from them:
When you take an idea or a concept and turn it into an abstraction, that opens the way to take human beings and turn them, also, into abstractions... I once read a dissertation... by a psychiatrist who maintains that the sense of morality was not impaired in these killers. They knew the difference between good and evil. Their sense of reality was impaired. Human beings were not human beings in their eyes. They were abstractions (Wiesel 1992, p.xi.). 
Like these humans, animals are turned into abstractions of their real selves. What they are in reality as sentient animals with their own pains, pleasures and lives is separated from what they are in the experiments, as objects to be used as a means to an end.
Today of course, there are strict regulations on the scientist’s use of humans. James Dubois gives a list of guidelines for research conducted on humans based on The Belmont Report. 
 One of those guidelines is that 

brutal or inhumane treatment of human participants is never morally justified. The Nazi experiments provide rare but compelling examples of such research, including high altitude, freezing, mustard gas, typhus, [and] poison…experiments conducted without consent and with harms intentionally inflicted [T. Taylor 1992]… Inhumane treatment should not be tested for justification; it should be ruled out absolutely (Dubois 2008, pp.113-14; Dubois cites Taylor 1992, pp.67-93).

It certainly seems as if such ‘inhumane treatment’ would not have been possible had the experimenters been informed by feelings of compassion and empathy. As Arthur Schopenhauer said, one cannot say that a man is malicious and unjust yet compassionate (1995 [1840], p.172),  and this generally seems to be right when talking of a person’s dispositions (although this is not to deny that whilst a person may have a disposition to behave compassionately, that person may, on occasion, act maliciously). However, the experiments listed in the above quotation sound horrifyingly similar to experiments that many animals endure every day in the name of science, yet such experiments on animals are not usually labeled ‘inhumane’ as they would be if inflicted on humans. There would be moral outrage if such experiments were carried out on humans today. Sadly, such experiments on animals are not unusual, and the circumstances enforced upon experimental animals look even grimmer when one considers that becoming desensitized to their suffering is often deemed acceptable. But it seems hard to fathom how a person could routinely carry out such experiments on animals if one exercised moral feelings towards them.

If we began to exercise moral feelings towards experimental animals through attempting to imagine their suffering as it really is, rather than as a mere practicality for the pursuit of goods, then perhaps this would enable us to cease to see experimental animals as abstractions of their real selves, and begin to see them as more than just mere objects to be used for our own purposes. 
7. Conclusions

It seems then that a certain sort of compartmentalization of mind could provide fertile ground for desensitization. Extreme compartmentalization allows moral questions concerning our treatment of experimental animals to be separated from judgments about the practical use of such animals. Experimental animals are often perceived (and treated) as little more than a means to an end, and viewed in this light it seems likely that their sufferings are not fully imagined in a way that could provoke moral feelings. This perception of experimental animals, together with the fact that their sufferings are often seen to be a justifiable necessity in the pursuit of science and of little importance in the light of significant human interests supposedly at stake, could partly explain why moral feelings in response to their sufferings tend to be seen as inappropriate and thus why desensitization to their sufferings is often deemed acceptable. 

But since moral feelings and imaginative reflection on the suffering of animals can make us sensitive to actions that may harm animals, then for those who are responsible for the quality of life of laboratory animals, exercising (rather than subduing) moral feelings could well enable such people to identity and respond to ethical issues at stake; issues which are inseparable from their profession. As such, the cultivation of such feelings in relation to developing safeguards against the unethical treatment of experimental animals is not something which should be overlooked by professionals working in the practice. 
It could be argued that not all people working in laboratories will have feelings of empathy, or compassion, and as these feelings are to be seen as responses that can inform us of which actions are wrong, then such people cannot be held accountable for their actions. However, firstly, while such feelings can inform our moral relations with animals, they are not necessary for the ethical treatment of animals. Moral feelings can play a role in our treatment of animals, but this is not to say that they necessarily play a role. Secondly, it is true that not everyone has such responses, but that does not make such responses obsolete, for most people do have them to a greater or lesser extent. 

Of course, one could respond by claiming that desensitization to animal suffering is not wrong, as we have only indirect duties to animals. However, one then has to explain what those indirect duties amount to, and a common answer to this is that our duties towards animals are related to the manifestation of good character. But far from this providing an explanation as to why desensitization is permissible, virtue ethics theorists who argue in this way have to argue against desensitization in order for their position to gain some coherence. 

Besides, the claim that we have only indirect duties with regards to animals (those duties being ones related to human virtue) is problematic in itself because there is no reason why treating animals kindly is virtuous unless it recognized that their interests are of direct moral concern, something the indirect position fails to do. In fact, being responsive to animal suffering should be of paramount importance to a virtue ethics theorist, even an anthropocentric one. (A more coherent virtue ethics approach would be seen to recognize direct duties to animals, as Hursthouse’s approach does.)
Finally, we should be wary of the claim that if animal suffering in experimentation is deemed permissible then so too is desensitization. If some suffering of animals in experiments is justifiable, it does not follow that moral feelings in response to that suffering are inappropriate. Indeed, the loss or lack of moral feelings is what makes it possible to inflict the most appalling cruelty, and can often result in actions that cause far more suffering than those actions in which such feelings are present. 
It is reasonable to suppose then that even if some suffering of animals is justifiable in some cases, desensitization to that suffering is not, as it is likely to breed a certain kind of callousness that allows for the sorts of sufferings that can be seen to be truly appalling and impermissible. 

References
Aaltola, Elisa, and John Hadley. 2015. Animal Ethics and Philosophy: Questioning the Orthodoxy. London and New York: Rowman and Littlefield International Ltd..

Act of the Parliament of the UK. 2006. Animal Welfare Act 2006. London: The Stationery Office. http://www.legislation.gov.uk. Accessed 13 Aug. 2015. 

Allen, C., and Bekoff, M. 1997. Species of Mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Allen, C., and Trestman, M. 2015. ‘Animal Consciousness’, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Edward N. Zalta, 2015. http://plato.stanford.edu. Accessed 14 Aug. 2015. 

Carruthers, P. 1992. The Animals Issue: Moral Theory in Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Carruthers, P. 2000. Phenomenal Consciousness: A Naturalistic Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Carruthers, P. 2011. ‘Higher-Order Theories of Consciousness’, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Zalta, E. N. http://plato.stanford.edu. Accessed 14 Aug. 2015.
Coulter, Kendra. 2016. Animals, Work, and the Promise of Interspecies Solidarity. Basingstoke, Hampshire, and New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Diamond, C. 1995. The Realistic Spirit. Cambridge, Massachusetts and London: MIT Press. 
Dubois, J. 2008. Ethics in Mental Health Research: Principles, Guidance, and Cases. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Dunn, Kirsty. 2017. ‘“Do You Know Where the Light Is?” Factory Farming and Industrial Slaughter in Michael Faber’s Under the Skin’. In Meat Culture, ed. Annie Potts, 149-62. Leiden and Boston: Brill.
European Union, Directive 2010, On the Protection of Animals used for Scientific Purposes (Directive 2010/63/EU). http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content. Accessed 13 Aug. 2015.
Hursthouse, R. 1995. ‘Applying Virtue Ethics’. In Virtues and Reasons: Philippa Foot and Moral Theory, Essays in Honour of Philippa Foot, eds. R. Hursthouse, G. Lawrence, W. and Warren. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Hursthouse, R. 1997. ‘Virtue Theory and Abortion’. In Virtue Ethics: A Critical Reader, ed. D. Statman. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Hursthouse, R. 1999. On Virtue Ethics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hursthouse, R. 2000. Ethics, Humans and Other Animals: An Introduction with Readings. London and New York: Routledge.

Hursthouse, R. 2003. ‘Normative Virtue Ethics’. In Virtue Ethics, ed. Stephen Darwall. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Hursthouse, R. 2006. ‘Applying Virtue Ethics to Our Treatment of the Other Animals’. In 

The Practice of Virtue: Classic and Contemporary Readings in Virtue Ethics, ed. J. Welchman. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company.
Kant, I. 1963. Lectures on Ethics, trans. L. Infield, L., foreword by L. W. Beck. New York: Harper and Row.  

Kemmerer, Lisa (ed.). 2011. Sister species: Women, Animals, and Social Justice. Urbana, Chicago and Springfield: University of Illinois Press.
Linzey, Andrew, et al. 2015. Normalising the Unthinkable: The Ethics of Using Animals in Research. A Report by the Working Group of the Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics, eds. Andrew Linzey and Clair Linzey. Commissioned by the BUAV and Cruelty Free International. Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics.

MacIntyre, A. 2006. Ethics and Politics: Selected Essays, Volume 2. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
McMullen, Steven. 2016. Animals and the Economy. The Palgrave Macmillan Animal Ethics Series. London: Macmillan Publishers Ltd..

National Commission. 1979. The Belmont Report: Ethical Guidelines for the Protection of Human Subjects. Washington, DC: Department for Health, Education and Welfare.
Potts, Annie (ed.). 2017. Meat Culture.  Leiden and Boston: Brill.

Ryder, R. 1975. Victims of Science: The Use of Animals in Research, revised edition. London: National Anti-Vivisection Society.  
Schopenhauer, A. [1840] 1995. On the Basis of Morality, trans. E. F. J. Payne, introduction by D. E. Cartwright. Indianapolis/Cambridge: Hackett. 
Scruton, R. 2000. ‘The Moral Status of Animals’. In Ethics, Humans and Other Animals: An Introduction with Readings, ed. R. Hursthouse. London and New York: Routledge.
Singer, P. 1995. Animal Liberation, second edition. London: Pimlico.  

Steiner, G. 2005. Anthropocentrism and Its Discontents: The Moral Status of Animals in the History of Western Philosophy. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Taylor, T. 1992. ‘Opening Statement of the Prosecution, December, 1946’. In The Nazi Doctors and the Nuremberg Code: Human Rights in Human Experimentation, eds. G. J. Annas, and M. A. Grodin Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Wadiwel, Dinesh. 2015. The War Against Animals (Leiden and Boston: Brill Rodopi). 

Watson, Kate, and Rebekah Humphreys. 2019. ‘The Killing Floor and Crime Narratives: Marking Women and Nonhuman Animals’. In Tattoos in Crime and Detective Narratives: Marking and Remarking, eds. Kate Watson and Katherine Cox. Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press. 
Whitaker, R. 2002. Mad in America. Cambridge, MA: Perseus. 

Wiesel, E. 1992. ‘Foreword’. In The Nazi Doctors and the Nuremberg Code: Human Rights in Human Experimentation, eds. G. J. Annas, and M. A. Grodin. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
� For an outline of the treatment of animals in the practice of animal experimentation see Singer 1995, and Ryder 1975. 





� For further discussion of the limitations of virtue ethics theory in respect of animal ethics, see Steiner 2005, pp.15-17. 


� While it is beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss what Colin Allen and Marc Bekoff call “the other species of mind problem” (Allen and Bekoff 1997, p.53; Allen and Trestman 2015), it is worth noting that Carruthers’s view can be seen as linked to his higher-order theory of mind on which most nonhuman animals are denied phenomenal consciousness (Carruthers 2000; Carruthers 2011).


� The term ‘speciesism’ was first coined by Richard Ryder (Ryder 1975), but the term and the related argument from marginal cases was brought to the forefront of the animal liberation debates by the publication of Peter Singer’s Animal Liberation, 1975 (Singer 1995 [1975]). 





� Just as appeals to a lack of reason and moral agency have been used in attempting to justify painful and lethal experiments on animals, so too have such appeals been used as attempted justifications for experimenting on those humans who lacked such characteristics.  Such humans included the insane, prisoners, and children. Experimenting on such people was not always seen as a moral problem.





� This report provided new regulations in the US between 1974 and 1978 in response to the unethical treatment of humans in research.
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